19t April 2023

The Hon’ble Vice President
Bar Council of Bhutan
Thimphu

Subject: Complaint regarding the wilful unauthorised legal representation of the
relevant RICBL employees In Re RICBL Vs. Ugyen Wangchuk & Tshering Pem

Hon’ble Dasho,

We would like to register a complaint against the Legal Officer Mr. Sonam Jurmey and his
immediate supervisor Mr. Phub Dorji, General Manager, Legal Department on their lapses on
the case procedures and representation of the employees specifically, the implicated four
individuals as hereunder:

Mr. Jigme Namgyal
Mrs. Jurmey Chetsho
Mrs. Ugyen Lhamo
Mr. Tashi Penjor

HwnN e

Dasho, the reason behind this unfortunate complaint before the Bar Council of Bhutan is in re
the lapses on the part of above officials of the Legal Department in the case proceedings
against Loan Clients of RICBL Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and Mrs. Tshering Pem, who had defaulted
on loan repayments. The case was registered by the Legal Department of RICBL to recover the
Principal outstanding amounting to Nu. 62,123,076.00 (Sixty-Two Million One Hundred
Twenty-Three Thousand Seventy-Six), Interest amounting to Nu. 14,235,987.94 (Fourteen
Million Two Hundred Thirty-Five Thousand Nine Hundred Eighty-Seven and Ninety-Four),
Penalties amounting to Nu. 765,636.33 (Seven Hundred Sixty-Five Thousand Six Hundred
Thirty-Six and Thirty-Three) and total outstanding due as on June 27, 2018 was Nu.
78,368,390.11 (Seventy-Eight Million Three Hundred Sixty-Eight Thousand Three Hundred
Ninety and Eleven) during the registration of the case with District Court as per submission
made by Mr. Sonam Jurmey to the District Court:
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On the submissions made by Sonam Jurmey under the supervision of Phub Dorji, the detailed

report on their rebuttal submissions as a representative of the RICBL from the District Court to
Supreme Court and further appeal to the Office of the Gyalpoi Zimpon is explained in detail for



Hon’ble Dasho’s understanding of the whole case, its implications and wrongful acts
committed by them:

1. Background of the case

The Legal Department of RICBL filed a loan recovery suit against Ugyen Wangchuk C/o Druk
Tsentop Construction & his sister Tshering Pem, in the Thimphu Dzongkhag Court on loan
default case for 11 loan accounts on June 27, 2018 for total outstanding due amounting to Nu.
78,368,390.11 (Seventy-Eight Million Three Hundred Sixty-Eight Thousand Three Hundred
Ninety and Eleven).

During the court proceedings, the Management had sanctioned a new loan BGE/2019/5
amounting to Nu. 4,290,930.30 (Four Million Two Hundred Ninety Thousand Nine Hundred
Thirty and Thirty) on May 22, 2019, despite the case being sub judice and the same was
included in the case on September 9, 2019 for which this particular loan wasn’t included during
the registration of the case with the District Court. Due to this the District Court Judgment final
outstanding due in Principal amounted to Nu. 71,187,440.75 (Seventy-One Million One
Hundred Eighty-Seven Thousand Four Hundred Forty and Seventy-Five), Interest Amounted to
Nu. 25,224,258.36 (Twenty-Five Million Two Hundred Twenty-Four Thousand Two Hundred
Fifty-Eight and Thirty-Six) and Penalties amounted to Nu. 96,411,699.11 (Ninety-Six Million
Four Hundred Eleven Thousand Six Hundred Ninety-Nine and Eleven) as detailed hereunder.

Loan Details for Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk

f\llo Loan Account Number Client Name ,:Z,nocji,otn ;Z;Zr/iisets & OS Balance
1| CDL1/2016/409 Ugyen Wangehuk | 5 100 000.00 | 1,570,136.57 | 4,570,136.57
2 | CRSC1/2016/168 Ugyen Wangchuk | ¢ 100 000.00 | 2,462,003.47 | 7,462,903.47
3 PLCONSUMOD/2012/217 Ugyen Wangchuk 3.946,708.60 155189048 | 5498,599.08
4 | PLCONSUOD1/2012/31 Ugyen Wangehuk | ¢ 56 500.00 | 7,432,695.08 | 23,932,695.08
> | BLOD1/2017/512 Ugyen Wangehuk | 500 000.00 | 3,299,021.87 | 10,799,021.87
6 | CRCS/2010/84 Ugyen Wangehuk | ¢ 51193085 | (58,981.60) | 7,952,751.25
7| BLTERM1/304 Ugyen Wangehuk | 5 550 000,00 | 1,246,721.53 | 4,546,721.53
8 | HOIN2/2015/123 Ugyen Wangchuk | 1) 500 000.00 | 5,116,294.39 | 15,116,294.39
9 | CRCS1/2018/371 Ugyen Wangchuk | ¢ o3 069.00 | 1,431,774.24 | 7,069,843.24
62,896,510.45 | 24,052,456.03 | 86,948,966.48

Loan Details for Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk (Sanctioned on May22, 2019 during the Case)

Sl
No

Loan Account Number

Client Name

Sanction
Amount

Interest
Penalties

&

OS Balance
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BGE/2019/5 Ugyen Wangehuk | ) 550 93030 | 85,583.48 4,376,513.78

4,290,930.30 | 85,583.48 4,376,513.78

Loan Details for Mrs. Tshering Pem (Sister of Ugyen Wangchuk)

s/ Loan Account Number Client Name sanction /nteresf & OS Balance
No Amount Penalties

11 PLCONSUME1/2012/51 Tshering Pem 2,000,000.00 132.825.51 2132,825.51
12 PLCONSUOD1/2014/244 Tshering Pem 2,953,

2,000,000.00 | 953,393.34 393.34

4,000,000.00 | 1,086,218.85 | 5,086,218.85

Total Loan Details for Ugyen Wangchuk with Tshering Pem

Sl
No

Sanction Interest &
Loan Account Number Client Name . OS Balance
Amount Penalties

Ugyen Wangchuk

12 Loan Accounts & Tshering Pem | 71,187,440.75 | 25,224,258.36 | 96,411,699.11

2. Judgement of the Courts.

1.1. Dzongkhag Court’s Judgment Summary

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.1.4.

1.1.5.

While the Principal amounting to Nu. 71,187,440.75 (Seventy-One Million One
Hundred Eighty-Seven Thousand Four Hundred Forty and Seventy-Five) has to be paid
by the client, Ugyen Wangchuk to the RICBL; Interest and Penalties outstanding
amounting to Nu. 25,224,258.36 (Twenty-Five Million Two Hundred Twenty-Four
Thousand Two Hundred Fifty-Eight and Thirty-Six) was to be borne equally in half
amounting to Nu. 12,612,129.18 (Twelve Million Six Hundred Twelve Thousand One
Hundred Twenty-Nine and Eighteen) each by RICBL and Ugyen Wangchuk.

The Mortgage Properties was to be seized in case the client fails to pay the loan within
6 months from the date of judgement.

Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk was to face 1 year 6 months imprisonment term for selling the
mortgaged property without RICBL’s consent and mortgaging the property at Depsi
with RICBL and BIL.

Land Record officer of NLC of Thimphu Dzongkhag to be taken administrative action for
lapses on noting of mortgaged property.

Mrs. Dechen Peldon to pay Nu.3 million with interest within 6 months and if she fails,
RICBL to seize her land measuring 4 acres 30 decimal on T/No. 722, P/n0.59/B, 69/I,
and 255/D at Gelephu.

1.1.6. Mr. Tshering Dorji has to pay insurance of the Prado amounting to Nu. 95,295.00 (Ninety-

Five Thousand Two Hundred Ninety-Five) to Mrs. Tshering Pem within One month from
the day of Judgement.

Both RICBL and Ugyen Wangchuk filed for appeal before the High Court and the High issued
the following judgment:



1.2. High Court’s Judgement Summary

1.2.1.Total Principal, Interest and Penalties outstanding for 12 Loan and 7 Bank Guarantees of
Nu. 102,393,280.11 (One Hundred Two Million Three Hundred Ninety-Three Thousand
Two Hundred Eighty and Eleven) amounting to Nu. 34,131,093.37 (Thirty-Four Million
One Hundred Thirty-One Thousand Ninety-Three and Thirty-Seven) to be paid equally by
1. Ugyen Wangchuk 2. Dealing/Relevant Employees and 3. Management of RICBL.

1.2.2.The properties mortgaged against 12 loan accounts of Ugyen Wangchuk, the charge of
which have been appropriately registered were to be seized and auctioned by Royal
Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited and adjusted against the loans.

1.2.3.0n the breach of contract and regarding other issues, the judgement of the Dzongkhag
Court should be complied with.

1.2.4.The 1 year and 6 months imprisonment sentence given to Ugyen Wangchuk is nullified.

1.3. Supreme Court

On Appeal before the Supreme Court, the Supreme Court dismissed the appeal by RICBL and
upheld the High Court’s judgment.

1.4. Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon

The case was then appealed before the Hon’ble Office of the Gyalpoi Zimpon, which was
dismissed.

2. Legal representation of the Case

As the legal representative of RICBL, Legal Officer Sonam Jurmey was unable to convince the
Dzongkhag Court about the financial workings and procedures as per the Credit Manual 2011
on the the credit loan sanction. He represented RICBL as authorised by Mr. Phub Dorji, the
Head of the Legal Department, and was required to present the case principally to recover the
outstanding loan principal, interest, and penalties that had accumulated due to non-
repayment by Ugyen Wangchuk and Tshering Pem.

Mr. Sonam Jurmey is a paralegal who claims to have vast experience with the judiciary and
currently second in command to Phub Dorji, GM of the Legal Department. However, due to his
limited knowledge of RICBL's finance and credit workings, it appears that instead of defending
RICBL and its employees, some of whom were initially summoned to the district court, he under
the supervision of Phub Dorji failed to represent the RICBL, Management and its staff. In this
regard, we believe that both Mr. Sonam Jurmey and Mr. Phub Dorji may have committed gross
negligence representing RICBL and its employees. Nowhere has Mr. Sonam Jurmey nor Mr.
Phub Doriji has been authorised by us (the undersigned) to represent us for any court cases
before any courts. But it has now come to undeniable circumstances that they have
represented us in this case without our knowledge or power of attorney from us.

2.1. The Legal Department and its representative were unable to convince the court about
how RICBL operated under the earlier management team, prior to 2018, despite the
existence of evidence that was never presented in defence of the loan disbursements



2.2,

2.3.

and recoveries, which were largely based on verbal instructions. For example, when loan
CRCS/2010/84 was sanctioned, CIB was not yet formally in operation, and as a result, a
loan clearance certificate was obtained from all Fls through fax. Additionally, the RICBL
Credit Manual 2011 did not require clients to submit written loan withdrawal
applications, as RICBL is a non-banking financial institution that does not allow cheques,
debit cards, or internet banking facilities. Consequently, most transactions were
approved telephonically. Lastly, the representative did not inform the court that only one
person could not withdraw funds from a client's loan account, and that there were
checks and balances in place that involved officials from the finance department to verify
such transactions. This is clearly stated in the CEQO's letter to the Royal Monetary
Authority on the practice of workings under verbal instructions and officials emails to the
CEO by the senior managers.

Between 2010 and 2018, clients could request to withdraw loans either verbally or in
writing, and two authorized officials would process the request and send it to the finance
and accounts department for final release/payment. However, during this court case
related to 12 Loan Accounts and 7 Bank Guarantees of Ugyen Wangchuk and Tshering
Pem, the Legal Department's representative convinced the court that RICBL was acting
on the whims of its management and staff. Although multiple employees were involved
in the transactions, the representative only called a few to testify in court, leading to the
naming those officials in the Case Summary. Despite the fact that officials from the
finance and accounts department were the final authority to release loans, they were
not called to provide further justification in court or held liable after the appeal was
dismissed by the Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon. Upon closer examination of the evidence
presented in court regarding the current General Manager Mr. Phub Dorji of the Legal
Department and their involvement in the Management Committee's decision to grant
Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk a time extension to regularize the loan and the sanctioning of
BGE/2019/5 where by, Phub Dorji might have to be implicated by enforcing the
judgement in its entirety and additionally, may also lead to the implication of the current
management and Board Members being held liable for sharing 1/3rd of the portion as 1.
A party to RICBL's management, as well as sharing 1/3rd of the liability as 2. A party to
the Dealing Officials.

The representative's failure to explain why Ugyen Wangchuk did not raise concerns
about the unauthorized withdrawals and deposits from his and his sister's loan accounts
until the case reached court remains unaddressed. Moreover, although Mr. Sonam
Jurmey initially filed a money suit regarding 11 loan accounts, an additional loan account
(BGE/2019/5) was added to the judgment without being thoroughly discussed during the
hearing, leaving unclear how he managed to convince the court to include it. It is worth
noting that since this loan account also falls under the category of the faults of
Management and Dealing Officials, all officials involved in the sanction and approval
process should have been included in the 1/3rd each portion of the outstanding loans
for both Management and Dealing Officials. However, it appears that RICBL's Legal
Department and Legal Representative deliberately misled the Enforcement Department
to avoid liability.



2.4. Thelegal officer representing RICBL did not attempt to convince the court that Mr. Ugyen

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

Wangchuk was the actual monetary beneficiary of the unauthorized withdrawals and
deposits, and not RICBL or its employees. The Legal Department of RICBL was unable to
persuade the High Court and Supreme Court that "greening" is not considered as fault
on the part of employees, as the RICBL and the client are the actual beneficiaries of such
financial transactions.

Despite Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk being found guilty and sentenced to one year and six
months by the Dzongkhag Court for selling mortgaged property without RICBL's
permission and double mortgaging the property at Depsi with BIL, RICBL did not pursue
criminal charges against him. It remains unclear why RICBL chose not to take such action,
given that the judicial system allows for it.

Additionally, the legal representative failed to mention the submissions made by Jigme
Namgyal, Jurmey Chetsho, and Tashi Penjor to the District Court in their submissions to
the Supreme Court and further appeal to His Majesty the King. It is also unclear how the
legal representative narrowed down the involvement to only four employees when the
case summary, judgement, and order of the High Court judgement suggest the
involvement of close to 50 or more employees for the 12 Loans and 7 Bank Guarantees.
This omission leaves out a significant portion of the details and raises questions about
the legal representative's approach to the case.

Ultimately, it will be up to the Hon'ble Dasho’s wisdom and judgment to interpret the
situation and make a fair decision if there were personal motives whereby the legal
department used their functions to implicate the unfortunate four?

After the District Court Judgment on December 12, 2019, and during the appeal hearing
at the High Court, the Supreme Court issued an order on August 24, 2021, barring
Paralegals from representing as Jabmi. It is unclear why the legal department of RICBL
allowed a Paralegal Sonam Jurmey without a Bar Certificate to continue representing in
the Supreme Court, especially when the High Court's judgment was not in favour of
RICBL. The decision to continue with the Paralegal representation may have caused more
harm to RICBL's case, and it raises questions about the legal department's competence
in handling the matter.

In addition to the above, the legal representative has failed in each of the courts as
follows:

2.7.1. Dzongkhag Court

2.7.1.1. During the registration of the Case, the total outstanding amount was Nu.

78,368,390.11 (Seventy-Eight Million Three Hundred Sixty-Eight Thousand Three
Hundred Ninety and Eleven) which includes (1) Principal Amounting to Nu.
62,123,076.00 (Sixty-Two Million One Hundred Twenty-Three Thousand Seventy-Six),
(2) Interest amounting to Nu. 14,235,987.94 (Fourteen Million Two Hundred Thirty-
Five Thousand Nine Hundred Eighty-Seven and Ninety-Four), and (3) Penalties
amounting to Nu. 765,636.33 (Seven Hundred Sixty-Five Thousand Six Hundred



2.7.1.2.

2.7.1.3.

2.7.1.4.

2.7.1.5.

2.7.1.6.

Thirty-Six and Thirty-Three). However, on statement submitted on September 9,
2019, the amount has changed to Nu. 96,411,699.11 (Ninety-Six Million Four Hundred
Eleven Thousand Six Hundred Ninety-Nine and Eleven) which includes the new loan
sanctioned amounting to Nu. 4,376,513.78 (Four Million Three Hundred Seventy-Six
Thousand Five Hundred Thirteen and Seventy-Eight) which was added during the case
hearing. This is illegal act of the legal representatives and the supervising officer.

The sanction of new loan BGE/2019/5 on May 22, 2019 amounting to Nu.
4,376,513.78 (Four Million Three Hundred Seventy-Six Thousand Five Hundred
Thirteen and Seventy-Eight) during the hearing for which it wasn’t even listed in the
initial amount while registration of the case seems questionable act by the Legal
Department of RICBL.

Further, the final figure of Nu. 96,411,699.11 (Ninety-Six Million Four Hundred Eleven
Thousand Six Hundred Ninety-Nine and Eleven) after deducting the new loan of Nu.
Nu. 4,376,513.78 (Four Million Three Hundred Seventy-Six Thousand Five Hundred
Thirteen and Seventy-Eight) and deducting initial claims of Nu. 78,368,390.11
(Seventy-Eight Million Three Hundred Sixty-Eight Thousand Three Hundred Ninety
and Eleven) amounts to Nu. 13,666,795.22 (Thirteen Million Six Hundred Sixty-Six
Thousand Seven Hundred Ninety-Five and Twenty-Two) which are interest and
penalties accumulated from registration of the case on June 27, 2018 to September
9, 2019 when the statement to the court was submitted. However, the calculations of
the interest and penalties if any, if the court decides to award, then the court
calculates from the date of the registration of the case till the day of the Judgement.
The reference for this calculation can be referred from the High Court Judgement
where Nu. 5,981,581.00 (Five Million Nine Hundred Eighty-One Thousand Five
Hundred Eighty-One) was awarded as interest during the case hearing.

There has been a loss of Nu. 2,722,895.46 (Two Million Seven Hundred Twenty-Two
Thousand Eight Hundred Ninety-Five and Forty-Six) in interest lost due to the Legal
Representative and his Supervisor's carelessness by submitting the statement on
September 9, 2019. This resulted in 113 days interest loss for 12 Loans and 7 Bank
Guarantees until the judgement was rendered on December 12, 2019. The amount of
Nu. 2,722,895.46 (Two Million Seven Hundred Twenty-Two Thousand Eight Hundred
Ninety-Five and Forty-Six) is calculated on average interest rate of 13% p.a. for 113
days on Nu. 67,655,333.14 (Sixty-Seven Million Six Hundred Fifty-Five Thousand Three
Hundred Thirty-Three and Fourteen), which remained as Principal outstanding as of
September 9, 2019.

We, Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chetsho and Tashi Penjor were summoned to testify as
witnesses by the court during the hearing at the District Court and as the legal
representative, the court and the defendant were satisfied with the justifications
provided and hence, they weren’t mentioned in the Judgement by the District Court.

From the 12 loan accounts and 7 Bank Guarantees, the judgement of the District Court
clearly mentioned in detail explaining in detail how RICBL and Ugyen Wangchuk
faulted on the documentation, verification, release of payment and recoveries.



2.7.2.High Court

2.7.2.1.

2.7.2.2.

2.7.2.3.

2.7.2.4.

2.7.2.5.

The basis for the appeal to the High Court was due to the fact that the Interest and
Penalties were shared equally between the parties RICBL and Ugyen Wangchuk which
was a huge loss of public funds lost due to the handling and representation by the
Legal Department.

From the District Court’s Judgement, of share between the parties, only Interest and
Penalties were changed to Principal, Interest and Penalties outstanding for 12 Loan
and 7 Bank Guarantees of Nu. 102,393,280.11 (One Hundred Two Million Three
Hundred Ninety-Three Thousand Two Hundred Eighty and Eleven) to be paid equally
amounting to Nu. 34,131,093.37 (Thirty-Four Million One Hundred Thirty-One
Thousand Ninety-Three and Thirty-Seven) each by 1. Ugyen Wangchuk 2.
Dealing/Relevant Officials Employees and 3. Management of RICBL.

The Legal Department failed to conduct a detailed review of the 12 Loans and 7 Bank
~~ A O\ [2N
Guarantees as to the dealing officials involved (qﬁm'nwﬂN‘Nﬁ'&'ﬁ%N‘fﬂR‘ﬂ]WN‘éﬁﬂ)

in the Appraisal, Sanctioning, Committee Members, Loan Administration, Execution
of the Loan Agreement, Release of Payment and Recovery Management.

None of the employees of the RICBL were called on the day of Judgment at any stage
of hearing at any stage of the courts.

The Legal Department, in fact, without reading the whole Case Summary, Judgement
and Order in the Judgement of the High Court appealed to the Supreme Court.

2.7.3.Supreme Court

2.7.3.1.

2.7.3.2.

The appeal to the Supreme Court was once again represented by Sonam Jurmey
under the guidance of Phub Dorji, the GM of the Legal Department. In their appeal
letter, it clearly stated that their representation was on behalf of RICBL and its

employees, and not just four employees. “N\Ef'“]@ﬂﬂ'”'qgﬂ'ﬂg‘”@ﬁ"%‘?‘”“mgﬁ@ﬁ@'
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In the appeal letter to the Supreme Court by Sonam Jurmey on behalf of RICBL and its
[N
employees, it was mentioned that “some of the officials” (mm'@ﬁﬂﬂ'ﬁﬂ%ﬂ]‘ﬂ]«)

summoned before the District Court must be called to question their involvement.
However, the Judgement and the Order referred to the party with 1/3rd share as

“Dealing Officials” (qﬁm'ﬂ?ﬂﬂ'ﬁﬁ&'ﬁ%ﬂ'm?a'mk\l'éﬁll), The appeal submission

further elaborated on this by stating:
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Based on the above submission, it is evident that there is confusion regarding the
interpretation of the term "Dealing Officials" (qﬁ‘”'ﬂ;ﬂ“'&fﬁaﬁgwm‘?’?]"”‘Néﬁ“)
by the Legal Department and representative Sonam Jurmey. They interpreted it as
referring to "some of the officiaIs”(‘”’\"'éﬁ“'m'ﬁ“l'%ﬂ'g]ﬂ) summoned by the District

Court and believed that those officials should be called to question their involvement.
However, there is confusion regarding the consideration of the four officials
mentioned in the High Court Judgment and the officials summoned by the District
Court.

According to the appeal letter, the four officials made liable as per the Enforcement
at the District Court by RICBL were Jigme Namgyal, Ugyen Lhamo, Jurmey Chetsho,
and Tashi Penjor. However, the four officials that were actually summoned in the
District Court were Jigme Namgyal, Jambay Wangchuk, Jurmey Chetsho, and Tashi
Penjor.

This confusion indicates that the Legal Department and representative Sonam Jurmey
may not have fully understood their submissions made before the District Court, High
Court, Supreme Court, and subsequently to the Office of the Gyalpoi Zimpon. It
appears that the legal representative may have misdirected the case to involve the
unfortunate four individuals, while the Judgment clearly referred to as "Dealing
Officials." Interestingly, from the loan documents submitted as evidence to the
District Court, the sanctioning of BGE/2019/5 involved Phub Dorji and the entire
management after 2018. However, we have no clear idea as to why Sonam Jurmey
acted in such a conflicting manner, but with the guidance of Phub Dorji and the
Management, the game plan seems to be preplanned to fixate the case onto four of
us only.



2.7.3.3.

Furthermore, if we are to believe the interpretation of "Dealing Officials" (qﬁm‘nﬁqm'
AN [2N ~ ~ N A __ A

Wﬁ'“’ﬁ%‘”””“'ﬂ"”"‘"@ﬁ“) and "Some of the Officials" (‘”N'Sﬁ”'m'ﬂN'Sﬂ'ﬂN) to be
used interchangeably, then the legal representative, Sonam Jurmey, and under the
guidance of Phub Dorji, GM of Legal Department of RICBL, committed a crime by
taking away the right to justice. They represented the four unfortunate officials in the

Supreme Court and to His Majesty the King without seeking Power of Attorney and
Legal Representation Form No. 11 and 12 from them.

2.7.4. Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon

2.7.4.1.

2.7.4.2.

2.7.4.3.

After the Supreme Court dismissed the appeal and upheld the Judgement of High
Court, the CEO Mr. Karma submitted an appeal letter to His Majesty the King through
the Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon. The Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon sought clarification on the
submissions made by the CEO, and in response, Sonam Jurmey made additional
submissions.

In the appeal letter submitted to His Majesty the King, it was again asserted that 1/3rd
portion of the loans of Ugyen Wangchuk and Tshering Pem for the party referred to

as "Dealing Officials" (qﬁm"lﬁﬂ“&”ﬁ'%'ﬁ§°4'm§'a\]"’4’*‘"éﬁ”) for 12 loan accounts and
7 bank guarantees were fixed on four unfortunate officials. It appears that the legal
representative used the terms "some of the officials" (‘”N'éﬁ“'m'ﬁ”%ﬂ"?]“‘) and
"Dealing Officials" (qﬁm'ﬂﬁﬂﬂfﬁﬁ'&'ﬁ%m‘mﬂ:'amk\réﬁm) interchangeably, which
raises questions about the accuracy and understanding of the legal submissions made

by Sonam Jurmey and the Legal Department under the guidance of Phub Dorji.

In both the letters, the Judgement of the High Court for the Dealing Officials are
interpreted by the Management and Legal Representative as follows:

2.7.4.3.1. CEQ’s submission

Q\I ngﬁﬁ"u&@ﬁﬂ'@aﬂ' ﬁ@r.u'u;-ég-ng-ﬁi-qa-ngm.&’ﬁ.qa.m.ﬂmmg

Q.j\l mm'q“&'q@mm'éﬁw ag&‘&ﬁ'és'm'&fqm‘am' @'a\‘ﬁq:'gn]'n“]%«ﬁnw:
PLCONSU- MOD/2012/217 3§&'N' RRAT&'2,000,000/- FHX @%«vﬂ-
023073 4 WaAgE FFRIRYAHINAINSCRCS/2010/84 SFHARF
RGN AN FIN20-04-30938 FERRYA T ZNRIWCRCS/2010/84
S A AN ﬁ%‘”"ﬂ‘”'ﬂ,ooo,ooo/-EN"*I'Qg?alﬁ'?GS’N'g’JIN'a'%NaRI‘G\IR' PLCONSU
MOD/2011/ 19335 8RG=IGANFAINGERR JEN30-04-4094 Y FFFI
YT IWATWS CRCS/2010/84 SFHAN ST 1,000,000/ BHH RY
RqFNENNY ZNRIWSPLCONSUMOD/2011/16638 SR GG G W=
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JEV 00303 FFRRYHINRIWL CRCS/2010/84 SFH AN 5EA
T g0/ INNRYAENFNNYZNAS w2 PLCONSUMOD/2011/193
5§'Na'§“' ?'T‘:'ﬁ%‘”'mﬂ'%i”a' 8®<“"‘“§““‘ﬁ§‘”’ﬂ”q,oy 6028 /_a&,q.qéﬂm.g\,a,

~ ~~ ~F. (2N (2N ~N N
m’-i"\"g'qu' CN N'&S'?N":15‘(’&'@'ﬁ‘(‘ﬁ]q'ﬁ?ﬂﬂmﬂ§ﬂ"’~\l'iﬂ'ﬂ’i’@'ﬁ‘

v 1Y v“v v\ v A v\ v v 'A v AV\ v v X7 v v V“'
Qq\l AN ng AN Sﬁ“ QEU‘N G\Iﬁ aal @04 TN g BN 9@—0@—4‘09g% @q iz:]l( %ﬂ’] Q"

3WA W CRCS/2010/84 S§XUNFEN TS « 35,005/~ TN RRANAS F&
FUY %N'ﬁqw:' CDL2008/73 6q'aia'qt:'n§qw3r§' ﬁn’%’g’uqnxm'aﬁw
nfa«@q:nﬁﬁwqamnng'@u}'ﬁﬂ;’@%‘

v\ v “ v v g vA v “v\ v v vv v v v Av
e | VIR ARG §EN 1043003 W NGNS oquepy SFAR

AR 000,000/ SXNK HFIYATINRIW CRCS/2010/34 IFER

‘BV:“@TN&% gﬁ'i”“’%"l'\’ﬁ‘aﬁ"“ﬁ“ﬂgﬂ“ ‘”""@ﬁ“"’g"’?""‘ﬁ'ﬂ%‘““aﬁ'
v S v vA

NI #=g9]

vy N i [ N o SR Y S I g . e X D
Q&\lmk\:qéqgmk\lgﬁm@qgalﬂm gé&v%_ﬂ-goﬂ Y YFRIRYA A &R

N ZNRIWR PLCONSUMOD/2012/217 SFXUN SENT 4,663,434/~
sar MaRAegTA IS CRCS/2010/84 S5ERFRRGINAR S ¥
sRERAREE AN andrN AT usdgagiigie A
q?ﬁﬁ'fllk\:’éﬁﬂé’ %’&E’ﬁ&m@ﬂ@qmﬂ;‘ ﬁ:«'ﬁq'x'a?:’ﬁ'aﬂnwarnﬁﬁwwéﬁ' =
RNANREF PN AH RANTRFF N /G ER A AFRAR Y AR /g sy
WWIRE BT ARy AR AYINAGRAT Y BRI AER (IR NG
RuRANURYU IR IR FAFRANGRNANEN UG TN NER N G ER G
Amdey ANREFINRFIAIGINT §ENopgsq0q 4 SEFHERaNT:

g A TgIg iy IS

2.7.4.3.2. Sonam Jurmey’s submissions

[

@'q'ﬁ:ll:'gq'i\]'%q'qgm'%k\rﬁqquw m«'ng@mk\@ﬁwi\]w ARURHEGIN ARS’
R AR
N T T
WHE AN ARG INAGGEIRAY GINRFININGHRG| Rygm Fg<
qu“a’q@mwéﬁwam' ﬁgﬂ'@;‘iﬁ’qqcngqm'qnﬁ'3’@3@{5'0&' i’i'naqi TqarapAr
o a"“‘"qﬁﬁ'ﬁ‘;'\‘i’“‘]'%@“""‘é;" JRUS TN G5
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| ek dandiuags B Ep A EigegTAIniaes CROs 201084
SFAUN FEN 30-04-4095 YN JENTE ) 000,000/~ RGIRFENENNY Favr
RA®S PLCONSUMOD/2011/193 S§XRER AGUNGAINGIRR §IFEN 30-
033073 Y FFRARYAAZINAIWS CRCS/2010/84 SFHUN JEATE7,000,000/-
SR RUIXRFNFNNY FNATWS PLCONSUMOD/2011/166 35 XAGRIGARr
a 3wqdig wx ¥ wx J¥pconqors ¥ FgFaREmAINAS
WX CRCS/2010/84 SHEUN ARy 0q0/- SN ADIRRFNEFY 3x
RNW= PLCONSUMOD/2011/193 35a@ax Nragumayy Ha d=eraiase
SRV 2,096,049/ zawn@waﬁ'ﬁ' ‘riz:'x'g'rdq'nx' N'&’g’&'qg’:«aqa'qq'ﬁ:'
ARG G| [’%*'ﬁﬂ“’ XXV\l

q\] el Brndse ARTNASFEURY JEcoqoq ¥ FqRER e
ANWE CRCS/2010/84 SFHAUN REAUTE<gq,005- NN RRINASFHFUY
%«'§Q'w:' CDL/2008/73 65'&3'«%R'Q§4}N'3\4'§Wﬁ' “rﬁa'x'g'rdq'qx' N'as'\fgm'qu:&@'
FRAGARARY SFINGY IGY| f%"%!“l‘“'XVI\l

%\1 AN FRARRaRRRER BN § BN 15043098 Y JRNGA N 0gue g SFHR FEA
T 9000000 NN FFRARHA Y FINRINRCRCS/2010/84 SFHAFRAGAE
3 Famas g ERARRgaTETs andsy g asdgagn gy l/gﬁ.
FXVID)

Q\l vl B3l e §¥raqpaqorq ¢ Fanamyial FRaugh
§5 agy 3WiI®S PLCONSUMEL/2012/51 SHHN RRAT& yaquy- S
RHEAY A=A ﬁxa'ga'qﬁx'&qs'g'ax' FaMA WBP-1-C2080 S5XAPE
REURSFR (Premium) NFHRR RRUR MRAHR YT RQUINAN GRANTHE A
Ry Ea’@’q‘ 5«%@«{@5-::::3%3-ua- g‘q'éﬁ'payment voucher &R
Faq=gRg FR< wgh §aagaINiIN<PLCONSUME/2012/51 353
W REAITIE, 056,944 AN SHERARFAUN SRATE), (g4~ BN
Egz-92-4003 Q4 FHRIRYATIV AT WRCRCS/2010/84 35 SRGRIGAR
RYIRRR RUN RN 305,300/ THNR PLCONSUMOD/2012/217 35 &&
FrRyRgadsuan fragag §Faamgaix YRANF AR TAGAN ANFRE
By Q;ﬁ!'Mﬁ'ﬁ:‘g’é’ﬁ':ﬁ'ﬂ'qnﬁna'aﬁfq BINTR WRARA AN @awqiq'
?ﬁz:'?fn]'g Fa E&'@'qﬁn: gﬂ'ﬁ%ﬁqg@éﬁ'gqg«’ E&'@'g'g% q ﬁg’qﬁfq@n’
Ry FR NG A AN AT R A InG  §Rg | r’ %*ﬁ”]“"XVHI\] sFaAR
ﬁqa«gn@q@na&ﬁn‘&a’qqq:ﬁ;’@%&qwqm‘

Based on the above, the interpretations by the Legal Department on the 'Dealing
7 [N
Officials' (qﬁ‘”"”ﬁm’“@ﬁ“) and 'Some of the Officials' ("JN'QEW@WN@ﬁ”) have
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clearly been misinterpreted on the appeal to His Majesty the King of Bhutan, thereby
misrepresenting the facts as per the judgment of the High Court.

2.7.4.4. The dealing officials (qﬁm'&?ﬁmk\l@ﬁu‘) as per the judgement are the officials involved

(2N
with the 12 Loan Accounts and 7 Bank Guarantees while (mN‘QE’ﬁ'@WN‘QﬁH) are

specifically mentioned in the Part 3 of the High Court Judgement for the Dealing
Officials under Point 7 and 8 as (Translated in English as per our understanding):

A N

4.[951.“. qgn.‘.gm.,?q.ﬁ;.m‘«.ng.éﬁ.a.mﬂ.éﬁq.é.a‘«. ;R.&’a.qn]q.ﬁq‘;.ﬁ‘;.qq‘q. qa.
§'@&N'a«gqgnwaﬁwa'ﬂ]mw«g
Secondly, Employees of the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited failed to

carry out their responsibilities with due diligence. This is among the issues that have
been identified:

v\ v v\ vA vA v 3z, v vv v v v“v v vv v v v\ v vQ v > v v
Q;\] ANZAN RGNS TN FHF WG AIRLA YNGR NANARUR LA A EN AR g
v v“ . v v v\v
FRARN IR RGF VAN AR QT
7.  Without Ugyen Wangchuk's consent, some employees debited and credited the
loan accounts.

l\\] §ﬁ'§'5%'ﬁ‘““‘%’ﬂ"?1'"155"‘“'{'“1“"“1“"”“‘3“'\'”ﬁ"?l'%“‘"\i‘“'ﬁ“““*‘"ﬁ%‘“@?‘“ﬁfﬁ'
v\v v\ v v\ v“ v“v v“v“ v\ v v v v
RRAR ANGRN AN ST HT Y ENATFRRA q§n]a\1 T
8. Without Ugyen Wangchuk's consent, some employees withdrew loans from his
account and deposited them into their personal accounts.

N ~
Based on the above judgment, it was found that “some of officials” ("’JNSﬁ”WﬂN

[N [N
5"]’“[) of the RICBL were involved in transactions that were done without the consent

of Ugyen Wangchuk. However, the CEO and Legal Officer of RICBL have explained in
detail in their submissions to His Majesty the King of Bhutan on how “some of the

(2N [N
officials” (‘”N'éﬁ”'m'ﬁ“"ﬁﬂ'ﬂ) were involved in transactions related to the Loan
Account CRCS/2010/84 and, completely ignoring the fact that other “Dealing Officials”
~~ [N [2N
(qﬁ‘”"‘]ﬁﬂN%ﬁW'ﬁ%‘wm‘?ﬂWN éﬁ“) for the remaining 11 Loans and 7 Bank

Guarantees which included the management post 2018 for having sanctioned
BGE/2019/5.

2.7.4.5. However, the High Court Judgement as per the Point No. 1 - 6 are as follows for the
12 Loans and 7 Bank Guarantees which the Management and Legal Representative
failed to include in their submissions:

A N

E"} AL qg‘[ﬂj‘“‘? q.g;.mm.ng. 5ﬁ'a"’4’*‘"§ﬁ“' éa A RR‘&'&'QE‘ qﬁ q;.ﬁ R'Clﬂ'[ qqa é'
a “N'ﬂgﬁ'g’q""aﬁ"fa'ﬂmmﬂﬁ
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Secondly, Employees of the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited failed to
carry out their responsibilities with due diligence. This is among the issues that have
been identified:

“ v v v Pt v Av v A v v“v v v v “ v\vv v v“ v
9\1 Qaﬁ Qg‘ll mn] 93 ﬁﬁ R 1,}1‘:1&\1 Qaﬁ Q%QI AN %ﬂ]’x\l ili QRN 5 ﬁﬁ q G\Iq Q§’~T”
1. Credit norms were not followed when sanctioning 12 loans.

N1 eSS HRTE E NS T aAR AN T e D .
4\1 N8 RYUYR naanmgwqaémmq §YYANR UNYNNYINRT TRYR G
NI

2. The documents were not thoroughly checked and verified during the loan
sanctioning process, as per the procedures of the Royal Insurance Corporation of
Bhutan Limited.

,,:‘] qgﬁ'q%m@"ﬂ5q'ala'ﬂ%"ﬁfm'°\“’§'“a"k{q"~“"m‘l'Qgﬁ'@'S'q?ﬁamal'@ﬂ]’\‘l"g%'ﬁéﬂ'
e 52T

3. The properties used as collateral for the loans were not thoroughly checked and
verified as per the procedures of the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited.

“ v v“v v v 3, v v\ v v v “v“ v v v v vv v 'V v v
Q\l STV TPAAPNILIRIY PRI EIIE GV VLRI
‘“\"Tﬁﬁ' ‘:’%ﬁ'qﬂ‘”ﬁ?’%‘q?ﬁﬁ'iﬂ[ (Six storied building at Changzamtog)

4. A large loan was sanctioned on the tampered mortgage document, falsely
claiming that a six-story building in Changzamtog was being used as collateral, when
in fact it did not exist.

q\l g’@:'ng'QQN@'ﬁqmw&’ﬁ‘iir\'@'ﬂfg";’ﬂ«'@ﬁ'ﬂ'%ﬁﬂ@ﬂ‘

5. The eligibility of the loans (CIB) was not properly assessed or analyzed.

A v 'V v Av v“v v, A vA v v v v “v v v “ v v v ~ v 'V v
(,\] G RYUYRNRIHRNT A aﬁ'q WAy g RAFRAIFAR I AYURRATUTNR
[2N [N A N [2N
&l'é'ﬂ"’\\l' NLT]'HN'ENN'&%WNWNWWQQ’I"
6. The signatures in the loan agreements and documents were not obtained by the
responsible credit officials.

The judgment rendered on 1/3 portion for the party as "Dealing Officials" (qﬁm'

nﬁqm'&'ﬁ'a“\l'ﬁgm'ma'ﬁ\]‘mw'éﬁu) included all relevant officials for 12 loans and 7 bank

~N ~N [N [N
guarantees, including those "some of the officials" (mm‘gﬁﬂ'ﬂ'ﬂ«‘sq'ﬂ) under points

7 and 8. They all were to share 1/3™ portion of the loan, interest, and penalties of
Ugyen Wangchuk amounting to Nu. 34,131,093.37 (Thirty-Four Million One Hundred
Thirty-One Thousand Ninety-Three and Thirty-Seven) and not only four unfortunate
officials named in the Case Summary. Alternatively, if the legal representative and

[N
management were being reasonably fair, "some of the officials" (WN'éﬁ“'m'ﬁN'sﬂ'”])

should have been made liable for the above sanctioned for loan under CRCS/2010/84.
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2.7.4.6. Furthermore, the Legal Department and Legal Representative have not fully read the
case summary of the High Court Judgment. They seem to have only read through the
case summary only on the Loan Account No. CRCS/2010/84 and intentionally seems
to have ignored the other Loan Accounts mentioned in the High Court case summary,
as follows:

fq\‘l qﬁxngﬁfq’qmawggqz:'fg'?éﬁt:'r\nm'a“i'n“]'nﬁ:'qﬁlﬁ'nx'%m'@w:' PLCONSU
ME1/2012/51 FRAN RENT g uau00/- (TGN AN =g ma=
Y SR Agr Ry ARl R a3
ﬁz:'rr]'ﬂiti'&q'q' m'n]lem'ﬁ'm:\rrzgq@'mgqmmw §E G AIR R RG] A NN
m\‘l “{'@R’“@ﬁ'@qﬁq:@qmmﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂ'&ﬁ'ﬂ%’@'?éw'gg-yq-qomfgﬁgm'mar%o,(,go/- [’ )
Ggal'IJ@N'@'éﬂ'ag‘ng'zal\laal'RI'%'Eﬁ'agq'ﬁm:%n]’rﬁxa'%m'ﬁqu PLCONSUM
0D/2012/217 qnm«’iﬁq‘%‘ ﬁ%&'ﬂ%f&%‘%ﬂ:‘ﬁnmﬁ’rﬁ%«'ﬁms\u:' PLCON
SUME1/2012/51 SN JIRFEN35-93-0099Y NFFRI=LA xR M3
AR NIINTES PLCONSUMOD/2012/31 FRUNREAT& yoo0/-SXK RIS’
%‘ﬂ%ﬂ'ﬁﬁ'&lﬁ'ﬂﬁ’i’ﬁ%ﬂ'ﬂ&' 2000/~ a&‘u‘qqtﬂ@rn}%ﬂﬁ;’q@' %N'ﬁwq%'qnwﬂ'
XonRRR AR aER JEN)p-p5-309u@ FNRAIWS BLTERM1/2015/302 35
ara‘qtzmm' RRATA 9,400,000 [/ agaq'n%"fg\l a&nn}’q@%«'gaqagnﬁaw
RRux FNATFNNRRY R{ANRRFNAN ]F A Hy m«’{g:@’ N 24-a-
3096 YREY M&'g9q04/ FNATHE FZNAIWS PFSLIMPORT/2009/160
Sq'ala'qz:@ qgn]z&?rqﬁm'ﬂ“ﬁ’qw&l’i'namk\:'éﬁﬂ'n]'iz‘n]'xﬁ'&qq' m‘qmm’ﬁ'
mm'q%’q@mgn]wmu 85 GARRRIIAI |
nﬁ qax'ngﬁfq'n]'mawgqna'qt:'qmm' gﬁa‘aq'ﬂ‘jﬂ"-'\Qﬂ'gﬂ"'mk\l'ﬂﬁﬂi‘ﬁl'aﬁ'N’\"%N'%ﬂ'
NS PLCONSUMOD1/2012/31 S§8RERAN ¥ s0-a-3092 RN
S f«wq%wﬁ: qma.@. %"§“‘E‘“@'{"§“}'\]ﬂﬂ""‘“§§'%’ %Naq.wg.
PLCONSUMO D/2012/230 S3aRGRYAGINARZR  RFurabaadin =
"W@ﬁ”"‘]'ﬁ’"’ﬂ"“"?"ﬁ'ﬁ'm'”]"“m%w“mgﬁ'@m'%’ﬂ"‘"‘”""'%,'ﬁ'@'“'%‘”'”*"“ﬁ'“]ﬁ“]l
From the above case summary clippings, besides the Management, Phub Dorji a\nd
Sonam Jurmey’s interpretations of the Judgement for the “Dealing Officials” (RJA’
”]B’“]N"\’*”ﬁ'gl'ﬁﬁ,m'mg"?]'mﬂ'éﬁ”), “some of the officials” (mm‘q“éq@mk\réﬁn) involved
in the loan accounts for which transactions were done without the consent of Ugyen

Wangchuk that were mentioned in the Case Summary must be identified for Point 7
& 8 of the High Court Judgement on loan account details as follows:
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PLCONSUME1/2012/51
PLCONSUMOD/2012/217
PLCONSUMOD/2012/31
BLTERM1/2015/302
PFSLIMPORT/2009/160
PLCONSUMOD/2012/230

ok LNE

As per the interpretations of the Chief Executive Officer and the Legal Department and
representative Sonam Jurmey in their submission to the His Majesty the King of Bhutan,

if the dealing/relevant officials (qﬁm'ﬂgﬂN'&(ﬁ'%'ﬁﬁ‘”'m‘i"?]m’\‘réﬁ”) are supposedly

the some of the Officials (Point 7 & 8) mentioned in the Case Summary, then the
officials involved in the above 6 Loans Accounts must be identified and the list
submitted to the Enforcement Division of the District Court for their share of the
liability.

2.7.4.7. The Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon has requested an English translation of the District Court
and High Court judgements. However, the translated version of the High Court
judgement and order has been completely altered to mean something different,
presumably to only implicate the four officials involved in the transactions in the
CRCS/2010/84 case. The two versions are presented below:

MR
,q\.l gﬁ'ﬁ'@’ﬁ'ﬁ”‘;@“ﬁ“ @'5*‘" 0c06:3070 NN’@*’%’N’%‘JWWM ‘ﬂ"‘%ﬂ@‘”@ 5
S= ‘”‘"'qgﬁ'53"’4"""“%ﬁ'qg‘”"’\4ﬁ"*’a'f?l‘W'ﬁ"“gﬁ"@‘”@'q”ﬁ'@q%‘?gﬂ'@“’%'
v v A v v v Y, v vv v v 2 v v Av v v“ v v vv v v v v
YRUNREFENAN SHFYF NG F G A FINA] R ANGFIIRYARR
qqq'%’i%‘%l:’ufﬁ"n“lmw:ngmngzq' q@m@’nx'qn‘s’ﬂ'&’ﬁ'§R'&’ﬁ'na'mx'q§q'
g g’ﬁnaqa@w%ﬁaﬁ' [/CIB\I aq'ﬁsﬁmr\'qvg@qﬁﬂwl—\mgﬂvg‘”@W
v v A v v v, v vAv v\ v v v vA vv v v v v 2 v\ v vv v
YR q&'q éﬁ FRAYRIR A UNFR A AN TN YF ARG VN AFRRNR WY
ﬁm:'gn]'n“]'%ﬁqqzmwﬁgmmz‘?]m&’@qm'ﬁz:'al'a@m'nxﬁ§m@x‘n}’q‘ﬁ¢§¥
2N ~ (2N N (2N ~
NI AR AEN AR NS ZNATAR G Bank  Guarantee |IRSNRA
NA 2SI N [2N (2N N A A [N
wﬁvsﬂvqﬁgvmﬁva\lvn‘vﬁﬁquﬁvévmgvngﬁqvqivn-‘vgq-‘vm;vmn-‘vanévémvaI%qvn-‘Rvu]Rv
?ﬁ'nx'ng'agm'a%'ﬂ“]'“a'ﬂ'mxmgq'&I’ﬁ'Rla'aﬁfq'qmm'agz:'n'ﬁz:%«ﬁn'qg'qzz'
q%q'Sn'n%m'%'@'ﬁé‘%n‘qnﬁﬁ'ﬁ'@’q'ﬁqxgﬂfﬁxam'gq‘mm’n@qn%m&qnx
Ggﬂ'@m’%@n‘m«'q“éq’éﬁ@Nmal'qu'ﬁz:'ax'q@mnxnﬁqagmw]mxuﬁq&'
NN xS '2"';5\]' "NEQATR ‘&T 'qa.q‘gmvnv S vm.al’ A N'“'AG\]N'A'
VFUTINATFRN G N YN THHFYUR JUYRAND
’ﬂ%’%’ r When both parties are at fault the loss has to be shared
equally\l %x&gwqu&iﬁ(é@\?&y«—90)@/4)/409:\ Sq'&a'ﬁﬁ'qa'agq‘?éﬁ'ﬁ:
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QFar é‘%«' 3794039 FHRNANER’ na’f’m"ﬁ:gﬁﬁmﬁﬁ'zqigawﬁgm'm&'
)0r401,44097 /-[/"“"“"‘]%’ﬂ"“@'ﬂg“"ﬁ“' g A e R TR A g
r\z:@i'mamgn]%q\] ¥ BRagR AR MG My QP[RS
g@,ygg,oﬂg.gw/—r NWYHRGN RS FARge YN RSP g A
r\z:@i'mari’mﬁq\l S LS T EOF S B LERUE St SR F A
gRRgTR g RN FamRsETRRN AN s Rs R
T AR RAMARUAYIaRSRRA GFER ERRRGEUNRH RIS §A
c@qa’i‘g?]'qz:'a“rﬁﬁ’rﬁz:'xan?ﬁqqu%' 5:'%14]«' agm@m@qg’:‘quﬁqéﬁ@
RYRRAN R REE FR AFYINER

Order (English Translation by RICBL submitted to Office of the Gyalpoi Zimpon)

(A) Although the loan agreement in respect of the loan amount of Nu. 3,000,000/
(Three million) availed by the defendant Ugyen Wangchuk from the Royal
Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited on 04/06/2010 vide loan account No.
CRCS/2010/84 was made to be executed between the defendant Ugyen
Wangchuk and the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited as per Section
16 of the Contract Act of Bhutan and Section 35 of the Evidence Act of Bhutan,
the signature in the agreement was signed by Ugyen Wangchuk’s sister Tshering
Pem as per Section 3 and 4 of the Evidence Act of Bhutan. Further, CIB report of
the defendant has not been verified while sanctioning the loan, and without the
consent of Ugyen Wangchuk, some of the employees of the Royal Insurance
Corporation of Bhutan Limited have withdrawn and deposited the money against
Ugyen Wangchuk’s loan account No. CRCS/2010/84 without his consent and
without adhering to the banking norms. Further, as per Section 3 and 4 of the
Evidence Act of Bhutan, it has been proven that a total seven (7) Bank Guarantee
encashment amount has been merged in this loan account without any proper
documentation. While examining the repayments made against this loan
account, it has been established that Ugyen Wangchuk has not made any
repayment in this loan account but rather the Royal Insurance Corporation of
Bhutan Limited has sanctioned new loans and closed old loan accounts without
following the norms. Therefore, since both the parties are at fault, as per section
22 of the Movable and Immovable Properties Act of Bhutan and as per the
Principle of International Law which states that “When both the parties are at
fault the loss has to be shared equally” and as per the judgment rendered by the
Supreme Court vide (Hung-Om 18-10) 4/7/2018, the total principal amount,
interest and late fee as of 31/07/2021 amounting to Nu. 102,393,280.11/- (One
Hundred Two Million Three Hundred Ninety-Three Thousand and Two Hundred
Eighty and Chetrum Eleven) has to be shared equally between the parties thereby
each party responsible for the aforementioned lapses firstly, Ugyen Wangchuk,
secondly, the relevant employees of the bank, and thirdly, the Royal Insurance
Corporation of Bhutan Limited liable for Nu.34,131,093.37/- (Thirty-Four Million
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One Hundred Thirty-One and Ninety Three and Cheltrum Three Seven) being one-
third of total liability must pay their share of liability to the Royal Insurance
Corporation of Bhutan Limited within six (6) months from the date of this
judgment as per section 56 of the Movable and Immovable Property Act of
Kingdom of Bhutan.

Order (English Translation in actual)

(A) Although Ugyen Wangchuk has taken out 12 different loans from Royal Insurance
Corporation of Bhutan (RICBL) since June 4, 2010, signing some of the loan
agreements himself and others signed by Tshering Pem. During the loan
transactions, the defendants' Credit Information Bureau (CIB) report was not
verified. Some RICBL employees debited and credited the loan accounts without
Ugyen Wangchuk's consent, and seven bank guarantees were merged with the
loan accounts without proper documentation. Upon further investigation, it was
discovered that Ugyen Wangchuk did not make the loan repayments himself, but
instead, new loans were sanctioned to close the old ones, which goes against
RICBL's loan norms. Based on the reasons above and the international doctrine
that "when both parties are at fault, the loss has to be shared equally," and on
the Supreme Court Judgement (§#18-10) on 4/7/2018 states that the principal
amount, interest, and penalties as of 31/07/2021, totaling Nu. 102,393,280.11/-
(One Hundred Two Million Three Hundred Ninety-Three Thousand Two Hundred
Eighty and Chetrum Eleven), must be shared equally between the parties.
Therefore, each party is liable for Nu. 34,131,093.37/- (Thirty-Four Million One
Hundred Thirty-One and Ninety-Three and Cheltrum Three Seven), including
firstly, Ugyen Wangchuk; secondly, the relevant employees of the bank; and
thirdly, the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan Limited. The parties are
required to settle their liability to the Royal Insurance Corporation of Bhutan
Limited within six (6) months from the date of this judgment, as per section 56 of
the Movable and Immovable Property Act of the Kingdom of Bhutan.

The translation of the High Court Order by the Legal Department appears to be a
clear indication that the four employees named in the Case Summary are being
held liable to bear one-third of the loans. The Loan Account No. CRSC/2010/84
amounting to Nu. 3,000,000 (Three Million) and the date of sanction are

. . . . \ v ~ ‘V v“v v VAV v
mentioned to narrow down the dealing officials (RJ™ THANAUR AU RRA AN

éﬁ“) only to Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chetsho, Ugyen Lhamo, and Tashi Penjor.

However, in the original judgement order, there is no such mention.

After the Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon dismissed the appeal, the Management and
Legal Department took the following immediate actions:

i. Issued a Show Cause Notice to the four officials, asking for an explanation on
their involvement in the loan default case of Ugyen Wangchuk.

ii. Conducted a Disciplinary Committee Hearing for the transactions mentioned
in the Case Summary for two serving officials, Jigme Namgyal and Ugyen
Lhamo.
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iii. Suspended two serving officials, Jigme Namgyal and Ugyen Lhamo, to
establish their involvement with the Loan Default Case.
iv.  Ordered to pay one-third of the loan, interest, and penalties to RICBL.

2.7.4.8. Apart from CRCS/2010/84, the court investigated the faults of employees in six other
A __ A
loan accounts involving of "some of the officials" (‘”N'éﬁ“'mﬁ“%ﬂ"‘]’\‘f) for which

Legal Department should have identified as per the loan documents which were
submitted as evidence to the District Court. However, the Legal Department only read
the first three pages of the 16 1/2-page Case Summary of the High Court Judgement
and concluded that the employees named in the report were at fault. Their focus only
on CRCS/2010/84 and four of us as employees baffles us but we understand their
intentions now, that, all they were trying to do was to save themselves and the
management post 2018 from the High Court Judgement. However, it is clear even to
a non-legal person with a little common sense that Legal Department could have been

fair to by naming the "some of the officials" (‘”N'éﬁ”'m'ﬁ‘“'gﬂ]'ﬁ]ﬂ') of the six loan
accounts and all dealing officials (qﬁm'n}*ﬁ’qw'&I’ﬁ'a'ﬁgm'mz;’nﬁmméz\n) of the 12 loan

accounts and 7 bank guarantees. RICBL, as the plaintiff, was to make Ugyen Wangchuk
pay the loan, interest, and penalties to for his outstanding loans but by penalizing four
implicated employees in multiple different ways; it is clear that the was never meant
to win for RICBL and Staff.

2.7.5.Royal Monetary Authority of Bhutan

During the RICBL appeal submission to Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon, The RMA sent an
letter Vide No. RMA/DRS/15/2022/14/3 dated 26 September 2022 to RICBL as
follows:

“We have learnt of a case related to a client named Ugyen Wangchuk (CID no.
10810000162) whose case is being referred to the Office of the Gyalpoi Zimpon for
Kidu. The judgement passed by the High Court on 26' October 2021 mentioned that
employees of RICBL have made transactions from his account without the consent of
the client. In this regard, the RICBL is required to submit the following details:

1. Profile of the employees and the transaction details (permissibility as per internal
code of conduct);

Review report carried out by internal audit on this case;

Access to client's account vis-a-vis employees' right to initiate transactions;
Internal controls of maker and checker policy at the time of transactions;
Improvement/ changes brought about by the institution to its system/ policy to
curb or prevent similar incidents in the future; -

6. Details of ensuing actions taken by the Board and management.”

Lk Wi

On this, a report by CEO, RICBL submitted RICBL/CD-LD/02/2022/10358 dated 29"
September 2022 and following report were submitted with regards to only four
employees while the Case Summary mentioned about 7 Loan Account, however, the
details are as follows:
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Annexure I: Profile Of The Employees and The Transaction Details

1.

2.

3.

Jurmey Chetsho

I

fi.

I.

fi.

Although the abovesaid financial transactions between Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and
Mrs. Jurme Chetsho may be in connectiorn to their sale-purchase transaction of the
said land, it is in violation of the Clause 3 of the Code of Conduct enshrined in the
Corporate Governance Rules and Regulations. 2020: Sections 22 and 23 of the Code of
Conduct/Ethics signed by the emplovee under the Internal Service Rules and Regulations
of the RICBL, and Section 3.22 of the Credit Manual, 2011, which prohibit conflict
of interest due to such transactions.

However, we believe that there is no reason for the Bench-Il of the Hon'ble High
Court to reverse the Dzongkhag Court's judgment and hold Mrs. Jurme Chetsho
liable to bear the loan liability of Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and Mrs. Tshering Pem. Mrs.
Jurme Chetsho's lapses should not benefit Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and Mrs. Tsheirng
Pem. Mrs. Jurine Chetsho should refund both the principal and interest of the
amounts mentioned above if Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk, under oath, can say that he
had not verbally authorized Mrs. Jurme Chetsho to debit his loan account to pay for
the land he had bought. Otherwise, Mrs. Jurme Chetsho should not be penalized for
the money Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk used. Mrs. Jurme Chetsho should certainly face
administrative action after the case is resolved.

Jigme Namgyal

Further, though the abovesaid financial transactions between Mr. Ugyen
Wangchuk and Mr. Jigme Namgyal may be in connection to their sale-purchase
transaction of the said land, it is in violation of the Clause 3 of the Code of Conduct
enshrined in the Corporate Governance Rules and Regulations, 2020, Sections 22
and 23 of the Code of Conduct/Ethics signed by the employee under the Internal
Service Rules and Regulations of the RICBL; and Section 3.22 of the Credit Manual,
2011, which prohibit conflict of interest due to such transactions

However, we believe that there is no reason for the Bench-Il of the Hon'ble High
Court to reverse the Dzongkhag Court's judgment and hold Mr. Jigme Namgyal
liable to bear the loan liability of Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and Mrs. Tshering Pem. Mr.
Jigme Namgyal's lapses should not benefit Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and Mrs. Tsheirng
I'em. Mr. Jigme Namgyal should refund both the principal and interest of the
amounts mentioned above if Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk, under oath, can say that he
had not authorized Mr. Jigme Namgyal to debit his loan account to pay for the land
he had bought. Otherwise, Mr. Jligme Namgyal should not be penalized for the
money Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk used. Mr. Jigme Namgyal should certainly face
administrative action after the case is resolved.

Tashi Penjor

Other than withdrawal of Nu. 186,000.00 (One hundred eighty-six thousand) from
Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk's loan account, the other two transactions of Nu.
1,000,000.00 (One million) and Nu. 62,000/- (sixty-two thousand) were deposited
into Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk's loan account thereby benefiting Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk.

Ugyen Lhamo

Other than withdrawal of Nu. 186,000.00 (One hundred eighty-six thousand) from
Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk's loan account, the other two transactions of Nu.
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1,000,000.00 (One million) and Nu. 62,000/- (sixty-two thousand) were deposited
into Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk's loan account thereby benefiting Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk.

Annexure 2: Review Report Carried Out By Internal Audit On This Case

The Internal Audit Department (IAD) was directed by the Board during its 177th meeting
held on 15th October 2019 to review all loans sanctioned to Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and
his related party. The findings of the IAD were presented to the 52; 54; and 55th meeting
of the Board Audit committee (BAC) held on 9th June 2020; 19th September 2020; and
21st October 2020 respectively. The IAD convoyed the directives of the BAC to the
management. However, the IAD reported back to the BAC during its 57th meeting held
on 16th December 2020 informing that the credit officers were not able to submit the
responses to the IAD observations since the case was under litigation. The IAD is right in
opining that no administrative action could be taken against those involved in loans
sanctioned to Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk and the related party as per directives of the BAC
since the judicial measures have not been exhausted until 13th July 2022 and thereafter,
RICBL has appealed to His Majesty the Druk Gyalpo against the judgments of the Hon'ble
High Court and the Hon'ble Supreme Court, which is currently being reviewed by the Office
of Gyalpoi Zimpon. However, since no administrative action is taken against relevant
employees in respect of the said loan case, no internal audit clearances have been issued
to the relevant officials. As such, post service benefits of Mrs. Jurme Chetsho and Mr.
Tashi Penjor has not yet been paid. Further, the promotion of Mr. Jigme Namgyal has
been withheld. Kindly refer Annexure -2 enclosed herewith.

Annexure-3: Access To Client's Account Vis-A-Vis Employees' Right To Initiate Transactions

All credit officers have access to the Credit system with right to initiate/verify/approve
transactions. There is appropriate control mechanism in the system with maker and
checker features. Employees' right to initiate transactions were governed by relevant
provisions under the Credit Manual, 2011.

Annexure-4: Internal Controls Of Maker And Checker Policy At The Time Of Transactions

All credit officers have access to the Credit system with right to initiate/verify/approve
transactions However, there is appropriate control mechanism in the system with maker
and checker features. Credit Officers are responsible for credit appraisal, documentation,
disbursement, administration, monitoring, management, and recovery in compliance
with the Credit Manual, 2011. Section 3.18.5 of the Credit Manual, 2011 lays down
internal controls of maker and checker for loan disbursement, which states that as
follows:

Loan disbursement is made after all necessary covenants and approval conditions have
been reviewed and executed, all important documents are obtained, and the title is
recorded in case of real estate collateral. The internal controls over loan disbursements
are similar to those over any other payments. However, there are two additional features
of internal control that should be applied for loan disbursement.

a. Satisfactory receipt of all the required loan documents should be ascertained
before a loan disbursement is granted.
b. The institution authorizes disbursement only if the request conforms to the loan

terms and conditions.
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Once the loan release request is received by the credit officer, the credit officer shall input
the data in the system as loan release request, the other credit officer shall verify and
process the disbursement in the system and then the release request is moved to Finance
and Accounts Department (F&AD) for the disbursement. The accountant in the F&A
generates the loan disbursement voucher and get the payment approval from the
authorized signatories of cheques.

Although credit officers are authorized to access the loan accounts of clients and propose
for making necessary adjustments, they have cannot directly make actual adjustments in
the loan accounts. Adjustments in the loan accounts can be effected only by the F&AD
based on the adjustment note passed by credit officers upon obtaining required consent
of the clients in accordance with Section 3.18.5 of the Credit Manual, 2011. Further, Credit
Officers are bound to comply with Section 3.22 of the Credit Manual. Kindly refer
Annexures-4 (A) enclosed herewith.

Based on the above submission made by RICBL, the management has conducted a
comprehensive investigation pertaining to the loan accounts of Ugyen Wangchuk and
Tshering Pem. However, what astonishes us is the fact that none of the findings and
reports were submitted to the courts during the hearing and appeal submission to the
His Majesty the King. Although verbal consents were an acceptable practice in their own
findings for numerous transactions, the RICBL Management and Legal Officials seem to
have failed to report the judgement in its entirety. Instead, they focused on four
employees, making them liable to bear one-third of the 12 loan accounts of Ugyen
Wangchuk and Tshering Pem.

2.7.6.Enforcement Division, District Court

The enforcement of the High Court judgment was due on January 13, 2023, which was six
months after the dismissal of appeal by the Supreme Court. The legal representatives of the
four employees were following up with the Enforcement Department of the High Court. As per
the information on enforcement shared with the relatives of the employees by Phub Dorji, GM
of Legal Department, they were informed that they should be ready with their submissions for
the enforcement hearing.

However, on February 1, 2023, the Enforcement Division of the District Court summoned
Ugyen Wangchuk, and four employees (only Jigme Namgyal was present as Tashi Penjor was
in Mongar, and the other two were in Australia) and the representative of RICBL. The following
orders were issued:

2.7.6.1. Seizure orders for the mortgaged assets were issued for Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk.

2.7.6.2. Four employees of RICBL were issued with arrest warrants for the failure to pay the
1/4th share of the 1/3rd portion of the Ugyen Wangchuk and Tshering Pem’s loans.

2.7.6.3. Furthermore, the legal representative of the RICBL, Sonam Jurmey, was asked by the
Hon’ble Judge if the arrest warrant has to be issued to the CEO or the GM of the Legal
Department for the management portion of the 1/3rd of the loans.
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Regarding the above, Jigme Namgyal pleaded to the Hon’ble Judge that they were not
party to the case and that the judgment stating they were liable for the loans was
received only after the RMA enquiry and appeal dismissal by the Office of Gyalpoi
Zimpon through a Show Cause Letter, which was received by all four employees on
October 3, 2022. Jigme Namgyal further requested an extension of time until the next
Monday to appeal to the Office of Gyalpoi Zimpon, but the Hon’ble Judge informed
him that it was up to the decision of the RICBL representative, Sonam Jurmey, to allow
time extension or not. However, the representative outrightly rejected the appeal for
time extension, and the arrest warrants were issued on the same day.

Regarding the 1/3" portion for the Management of RICBL, there was no mention of
share of Management of RICBL on the appeal to the Supreme Court, the Office of
Gyalpoi Zimpon, or even in the letter submitted for the enforcement on January 13,
2022. It was assumed by the management, the GM of the Legal Department, and the
legal representative that the financial adjustment could be made from the public fund
of the RICBL to settle the outstanding loans of Ugyen Wangchuk and Tshering Pem,
so in the letter there was no mention of the enforcement for the Management.
However, during the enforcement, it was made known to the legal representative that
the judgment was for the management of the RICBL and to quote Hon’ble Judge “who
will bear the management portion? CEO or Legal Head? Or you, as the legal
representative”. For this, Sonam Jurmey submitted a letter during the hearing stating
that the management’s 1/3rd portion would be apprised to the Board of Directors for
"write off," and an action taken report shall be submitted to the court. The entire
management was at retreat in Phuntsholing during the enforcement hearing.

From the above, it is clear that the Management and the Legal Department are taking
two different stands on the same judgement. Although RICBL submitted to RMA that
the four officials did not benefit "unjustly" in any manner, though there were lapses
in the documentation of the written consent. The Board, Management, Legal
Department, Legal Representative, and the Disciplinary Committee initially
transferred those named officials to non-credit departments, withheld promotions,
issued suspension orders for the two serving employees, and finally enforced the High
Court Judgement unfairly and partially and issuing arrest warrants but on the
contrary, the other dealing officials for the 12 Loans and 7 Bank Guarantees and
Management are being protected by Phub Dorji and Sonam Jurmey.

Further, the 1/3™ portion of the Judgement on Management, Sonam Jurmey, the legal
representative, writes a letter stating that the amount payable to RICBL for Ugyen
Wangchuk Loan Account shall be "written off" after the Board Meeting. This shows
double standards where individual of the Board and Management are protected by
Sonam Jurmey and four employees were forced to the extremes punishments.

In addition, the enforcement of the High Court Judgement in partial seems to be
intentional. Despite reminding that the four employees cannot be at fault on all the
12 Loans and 7 Bank Guarantees, the legal department ignored reading the
Judgement in totality and only took reference from the Case Summary on
CRCS/2010/84, for which the names of the four officials were mentioned. As
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mentioned in point no. 3.8.4.6, there were many faults in other loan accounts where
there was no written consent, which is the same as those four officials, however, this
pleas were submitted to the deaf ears of the Board and the Management.

Further, as per the High Court Judgment mentioned above in point no. 2.2.3 “On the
breach of contract and regarding other judgements of the Dzongkhag Court should
be complied with” the Dzongkhag Court Judgment should have been enforced and
hence the following was missed by the Legal Department:

2.7.6.4. Land Record officer of NLC of Thimphu Dzongkhag to be taken administrative
action for lapses on noting of mortgage property.

2.7.6.5. Mrs. Dechen Peldon to pay Nu.3 million with interest to be paid within 6
months and if she fails, RICBL to seize her land measuring 4 acres 30 decimal
on T/No. 722, P/n0.59/B, 69/I, and 255/D at Gelephu.

2.7.6.6. Mr. Tshering Dorji has to pay insurance of the Prado amounting to Nu.
95,295.00 (Ninety-Five Thousand Two Hundred Ninety-Five) to Mrs. Tshering
Pem within One month from the day of Judgement.

3. When were four officials informed?

On October 3, 2022, the CEO of RICBL issued a Show Cause Notice to four employees, namely
Jigme Namgyal, Jurme Chetsho, Ugyen Lhamo, and Tashi Penjor, asking for an explanation
regarding the withdrawal and deposit of funds without Ugyen Wangchuk's consent. After
submitting their explanation letters (attached), Jigme Namgyal and Ugyen Lhamo appeared
before the Disciplinary Committee on October 30, 2022 which was on a Sunday, and were
suspended the following day on October 31, 2022.

On November 2, 2022, the Management issued a letter requiring the four employees to pay
one-third of the loan each amounting to Nu.8.5 million by January 13, 2023. During the
meeting, the CEO made derogatory remarks about the employees, suggesting that they should
"prostrate" themselves and appeal for a "re-litigation" of the case.

Furthermore, the Management monitored the employees' actions and sent a letter to inquire
whether they were approaching higher authorities, dated 177 Jan 2023.

4, How were we involved?

The Dzongkhag Court summoned Jigme Namgyal, Jurme Chetsho, and Jambay Wangchuk to
explain their involvement in the sale of land at Depsi to Ugyen Wangchuk, as well as their
withdrawal of funds from his loan account without his written consent. Tashi Penjor was also
summoned by the court to explain his withdrawal of Nu.186,000 and Nu.60,000 and deposit
of Nu.1 million in Ugyen Wangchuk’s loan account. Although Mrs. Ugyen Lhamo was not
summoned by the court, Mr. Ugyen Wangchuk's submissions did not specifically name the
employees mentioned in the High Court Judgement, but rather referred to the "greening" of
accounts without his consent. It was noted that adjustments for such non-performing loan
accounts were done almost every year-end, often through verbal consent to benefit both RICBL
and its clients. To support these claims, the CEO had personally written to RICBL employees in
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2019, and most senior managers replied that transactions were mostly done through verbal
consents received over the phone and that "greening" of NPL accounts was done almost for all
NPL loan accounts.

5. Prayers

Thus, hon’ble Dasho, the above facts ipso facto proves that we have been wronged by the legal
representative Sonam Jurmey for unauthorised representing us before the courts of law,
without our power of attorney, directed by his immediate supervisor Mr. Phub Dorji. Hence,
we would like to most honorably pray before the Bar Council as hereunder:

1. From the above ill doings of the Phub Dorji and Sonam Jurmey, they made by selectively
implicating four of us and protecting the Management and other dealing officials, acted
unprofessionally and may have broken many prevailing laws of the Kingdom of Bhutan

as follows:

a. Misrepresentation of facts during the hearing.

b. Unlawful addition of Loan sanctioned during the case hearing.

C. Representation in Supreme Court without Form 11 and 12.

d. Misguiding the Enforcement Department by naming only four employees.

e. Partial enforcement of the judgement.

f. Protecting the Board and Management officials through “write off” commitment.
g. Wrongful translation of the Judgement to be submitted to His Majesty the King.
h.  Allowing a paralegal to represent in Supreme Court.

i.

Withholding information that the RICBL's portion was for officials of the
Management and even Board of Directors from 2010-2019

2. Hon’ble Dasho, the Board and the Management of RICBL under the advice of the Phub
Dorji, General Manager of Legal Department, a certified bar council member and under
his guidance, Sonam Jurmey, Legal Officer and a certified paralegal member has gravely
made a simple case of recovery of loan default and the clear outlined judgement by all
Courts into implicating few employees for reasons unknown to us. Hence they should be
summoned before the Council and ordered to why not should they be held liable for all
the above.

3. Although, it may seem that that our plea placed on before the hon’ble Bar Council for
our clemency, but our submission is that the above persons, who are valuable members
of the legal fraternity, under the Bar Council, has brought personal plights and acting by
diverting the case by penalising an unimaginable amount of Nu. 34,131,093.37 (Thirty-
Four Million One Hundred Thirty-One Thousand Ninety-Three and Thirty-Seven) to be
paid into Ugyen Wangchuk Loan Accounts by four of us. Thus, Sonam Jurmey and Phub
Dorji should be summoned and ordered why they should not be held liable for
intentionally diverting the liability fully on us.

Based on the grounds mentioned above, we would like to request the hon’ble Bar Council, in
the interest of equity, justice, good conscience and to uphold the integrity of the legal
profession, to take the strictest actions against these two members, Phub Dorji and Sonam
Jurmey, to set an example for the people who believe in Certified Jabmi’s under Bar Council of
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Bhutan. Moreover, since the case is a failure for the shareholders of the RICBL, the 1/3rd
portion that was enforced to four of us must be shifted to these two individuals, Phub Dorji
and Sonam Jurmey. The hiding of information by two lawyers that the 1/3rd portion of the
payment for RICBL is, in fact, onto the Board/Management of RICBL involving 12 Loans and 7
Bank Guarantees from the year 2010-2019, must be shared with the shareholders of the RICBL
since we as employees were never given opportunity to present our case which was blocked
by the Management and the Legal Department.

Honorable Dasho, if hon’ble dasho feels that there is even the slightest hint of a corruption
angle to this case for the actions that four of us has committed for our involvement in the loan
default case or the legal representatives may have favored illegally through the court rebuttal
submissions for Ugyen Wangchuk, Tshering Pem, Dechen Pelden, and Tshering Dorji, we wish
this same case to forwarded to the Anti-Corruption Commission or any other regularity offices,
all in the name of equity and justice.

We remain grateful for your kind actions.
Thanking you,

Yours faithfully

(Jigme Namgyal)
On behalf of and representing Jurmey Chetsho, Ugyen Lhamo and Tashi Penjor
Mobile No: 17620765
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17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

24.
25.

Judgement of the District Court

Judgement of the High Court

Judgement of the Supreme Court

CEQ’s Letter to His Majesty the King

Sonam Jurmey’s Letter to His Majesty the King

Rebuttal Submission by Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chetsho and Tashi Penjor
Rebuttal submission by Tshering Dem, the Land Owner of Depsi

Enquiry Letter by RMA to RICBL

RICBL Explanation Letter to RMA

. Show Cause notice to Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chethso, Ugyen Lhamo and Tashi Penjor
. Responses to the Show Cause notice

. Suspension Letters to Jigme Namgyal and Ugyel Lhamo

. Payment Notice to Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chethso, Ugyen Lhamo and Tashi Penjor

. Follow-up letter by RICBL on approaching Higher Authorities

. Enforcement Letter by RICBL to District Court

. Arrest Warrant issued to Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chethso, Ugyen Lhamo and Tashi

Penjor

Sonam Jurmey’s Letter to District Court on the “write-off” for Management Portion
Time extension by District Court to Jigme Namgyal, Jurmey Chethso, Ugyen Lhamo and
Tashi Penjor

Time extension for Ugyen Wangchuk by Chief Justice of Bhutan, Supreme Court.

Email copies of the Sr. Managers of RICBL confirming on the Management Practice of
Verbal Approvals.

List of Board of Directors and Management of RICBL from 2010 — 2019

List of Dealing Officials (based on the loan documents evidence) for 12 Loans and 7
Bank Guarantees

Management Committee Minutes of Meeting on the Time extension for Ugyen
Wangchuk’s loan

Soft Copies of Loan Files

Soft Copies of the all above in Flash Drive
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